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Amendments to the Drawings : 

Please replace the Figures as Sled with tlie:-fbnowiii^'t^l&c^nbieat sheets attached. 
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REMARKS 

Claims: 1 -20 are pendiugin the application. 

Claims I -20 stand rejected, 

L Drawings 

Figures 1-5 have been designated by a Prior Art legend. Formal drawings are also hereby 
provided to replace those that were originally filed with' the application . 

II. R ejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claims 1, 3 3 5, 8-10, 13, 15-16 and 19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 1.02(b) m being 
anticipated by Colburn (Doctor of Philosophy diseertation. University of Texas at Austin, 2001). 
In response. Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. As the Examiner is well aware, for a 
claim to be anticipated under § 102, each and every element of the claim must be found within 
the cited prior art reference. 

The claims specifically recite contacting the flowable regions wi th a pl ura l ity of molds 
disposed on a template, Colburn does not teach a plurality of molds, On pages 55-58 of 
Colburn, only a single mold is discussed. With respect to the recited plurality of molds, the 
Examiner has also pointed to page 22, Fig, 2.1 as showing a plurality of molds . This is ah error. 
The rigid template is a single mold, Nowhere within Colburn is :it taught or suggested that a 
plural ity of molds are utilized. As die Examiner can see 'from Figures 6-7, 9A-9B, and 10, the 
presen t invention utilizes a plurality Of molds 40, ,, 46, as further described in paragraphs [0027]- 
[0029] of the present application. One skilled in the art in the field of nano-imprint lithography 
would -not' interpret the teachings of Colburn, and specifical ly Figure 2.1 on page 22 as showing 
a plurality of inolds. Instead, ope would clearly see that 0 -A) of Figure 2, 1 in Colburn shows a 
rigid template, which would equate to merely one of molds 4ft, 42, 44, or 46 described in the 
present application. As a result, the clahns are not anticipated by Colburn. 
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III Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § .103 

Claims 2, 4s 6-7, 1142, 14, 17-18 and 20 stand rejected under 35 U2tC. f 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Colburn. Since these claims depend tmm allowable claims, these 
claims are also allowable over Colburn. 

Claims 1-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as being impatehiabie over H&well 
{U .S. Patent No, 1,236,304) in view ofNemolo (U,S, Patent No. 3,781 ,214). These prior art 
references do not pertain to nano-imprint lithography. Since the claims have been amended to 
recite a method utilised within a nano-imprint litirngi aphy system, these rejections are now moot. 
One skilled in fee art ..at the time the invention was made would not have been able to arrive at 
the claimed invention in view of Howell and N&nota. 



Please apply $75 for excess claim fees and any other necessary charges or credits to 
deposit account 064 050. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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